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Last April you supported my proposal to integrate the issues of Poverty and Urban stress
into our city’s Strategic Plan, We did this because we cannot allow these conditions to
rise or fall according to the whims of fate. We may never fully understand the daily
reality of those whose lives are shaped by these conditions, but we can readily understand
that their numbers have grown and that we are all affected by this symptom of the
growing disparity of wealth in America.

Tucson is a special place to live and a special community. Our citizens are caring and
involved. They expect us to come together and address these issues. They want to help
Tucson from becoming two Tucsons. They want us to make a community that is socially
and economically livable and sustainable for all of our citizens.

We must abandon our 19® century model of chasing the symptoms of public safety issues
and recall what the Police Chief has stated: “We cannot arrest our way out of this.” The
conditions that create today’s lawbreakers will, if allowed to continue, create tomorrow’s
problems as well. We cannot simply keep shoveling sand against the tide. Effective
prevention, however, can help stem the tide. Certainly we must continue to develop and
expand our police and fire services, but we must also create effective, state-of-the-art
prevention programs. Symptoms and causes must be addressed concurrently.

Policies and funding levels must be grounded in the ways society actually works. We
must ask all providers for budget estimates that will allow our community to really start
addressing our problems. Spending on prevention has grown little or has been reduced.
We will need to raise funding levels during each 2-year budget cycle for the next ten
years.

We cannot be silent or complacent. We must act deliberately to stabilize, strengthen, and
better secure the community’s future. To begin this effort we need to evaluate and
measure the problems we face so that the tools and solutions are effectively designed,
located, and implemented at the right scale. This means focusing on ways to improve the
quality of information we use for planning and decision making.
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Improved information quality can help in a variety of important ways:
» Assessing the needs of our citizens and community.

» Presenting a clear vision to the community for City priorities and change
initiatives.

» Communicating issues and challenges to stakeholders and community members.
» Marshaling and coordinating new resources.

» Encouraging the active involvement and partnering with the County, United Way,
and private sector partners.

» Assisting organizations and departments to identify what changes in their budgets
would allow us to gain ground annually on identified conditions.

We have tried to ask the right questions and then attempted to format them in the best
possible way. There are undoubtedly many questions we have not thought of, including
some that might help us understand more deeply the variables around gender and
ethnicity. Perhaps there are better ways of formatting that will improve the quality of
information we get. In this we ask for your help, to add and to correct this tool.

Data sets have been created, and we will ask the City to update them annually and
produce a website containing the information. With this we can then start to monitor and
fund efforts that focus on these conditions. We simply have to know whether things are
getting better or worse.

Although one purpose of improving the quality of our information is to help determine
the full range of effective programs, | believe some priorities are already clear. For
instance:

> Develop a school Plus Jobs at every high school. Cost: approximately $6,000,000
for 6,000 more children.

Avoid regressive taxation and fee structures because of the significant and
disproportionate burden it places on the families in question.

Supplement the valuable JTED program for children with significant job training
for many of their parents.

Develop child care.

Provide treatment funds for alcohol and drug treatment and rehabilitation.

Focus on programs that touch single women with children.

Conduct an annual forum in the fall of each year with providers and stakeholders
to evaluate the prior year and plan for the coming year.
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Please review the enclosed data. Are the measures presented useful? Could they be
presented and formatted in a more effective manner? Are there other measures that



should be included? What important aspects of understanding poverty and urban stress
are we missing? Should we add measures, for example, to address the impacts of poverty
and urban stress on the lives and health of children, the elderly, and other special
populations? | ask for your help and support in this effort. Addressing these and related
issues will be crucial in determining whether Tucson becomes a place where all citizens
can participate fully in the success of our community.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Steve Leal
Councilmember, Ward V
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Define problem with precision before fixing it

Our view: Councilman Steve Leal's report gives policy makers sound advice

Councilman Steve Leal and his staff have pulled together a detailed report that shows the parts of Tucson with the
greatest social problems.

The report would be invaluable to the city's decision-makers — if anybody takes the time to slog through it.

The report, "City of Tucson Poverty & Urban Stress," is built around the idea of prevention — the premise being that
society as a whole can benefit if public and private funds are directed to those areas where there is documented need.

But first, Leal says, with considerable logic, we must come up with the hard data to verify where the problems are so that
we can direct public money to programs in specific areas where it will make the biggest difference.

The data collected by Leal's staff is broken down by the city's six wards.

Of course, the evidence that some parts of the city are better off than others is, at least anecdotally, obvious. For
example, we typically see fancier cars and bigger homes in Ward 2, which extends roughly from North Swan Road
southeast to Harrison Road and East 22nd Street, than we do in Ward 3, which includes the neighborhoods from Flowing
Wells east to the Dodge-Flower area, which is notorious for its meth traffic.

It doesn't take a sociologist with a doctorate to confirm the observation attributed to Sophie Tucker (and many others),
that "I've been rich. I've been poor. Rich is better." But it does take some digging to show the connection between
education, poverty, crime, domestic violence and what it means to be poor, which is one of the important achievements ir
this report.

Leal has taken the anecdotal evidence and given it some teeth, showing, for example, that households in Ward 2 had a
per capita income of $22,644 in 2005, compared with $15,127 per capita in the Ward 3 and $10,518 per capita in Ward 5
the South Side, which includes the neighborhoods that Leal represents.

Using numerous easy-to-read bar charts, the report delineates all of the city's social problems, ranging from high school
dropout rates to unemployment rates, broken down geographically.

It shows where most of the city's welfare money is going and which neighborhoods get the most food-stamp assistance.

Not surprisingly, relatively few residents in the upscale Sam Hughes Neighborhood, east of the University of Arizona, are
on welfare assistance, but just the opposite is true in the South Side neighborhoods, which have the highest number of
unemployed residents.

All of the information in Leal's report was extracted from public sources and much of it reflects previously published data
in a city of Tucson document called the Neighborhood Stress Index, released in late 2002 and based on information
gathered in the 2000 census.

Leal would like to see the data compiled in both reports integrated in the city's Strategic Plan, which is a blueprint that,
more or less, guides political decisions about where and how public money will be spent.

Because of the way this report identifies problems, it should provide an important tool for budget-makers. As Leal said of
the report in his cover letter to the City Council, "With this we can start to monitor and fund efforts that focus on these
conditions. We simply have to know if things are getting better or worse.”

Leal's motivation for compiling this report was, to some extent, a frustration with seeing the city address social problems
using what he called "a 19th-century model," which he defines as "a lot of chasing the bad guy mixed with little charity.”

An illustration of this model's imperfections can be seen in the budget for the Tucson Police Department. That budget
nearly doubled between 1990 and 2000, moving from $52 million to nearly $100 million, or 14.3 percent of the city’s
overall budget.

"We cannot arrest our way out of this," Leal said. "You can arrest one batch, even a generation, but if left unchanged, the
conditions that created the last group will simply make a new one. We cannot simply keep shoveling sand against the

http://www.azstarnet.com/sn/printDS/169928 2/26/200°
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tide."

The report makes several specific recommendations, including more job training for high school students and their
parents, affordable child care in the neighborhoods where it's needed most, more funds for drug and alcohol treatment
and rehabilitation, more money for programs that affect single women with children, and more refined statistics that
define needs based on gender and ethnicity.

Finally, he proposed the city conduct an annual forum with service providers and others to examine what has been done
in the previous year, both to measure and evaluate the success of the city's investment.

This report is thoughtful and provocative. It also represents a rational approach to problem-solving and budgeting and
should be used as a basis for future policy decisions.

All content copyright © 1999-2006 AzStarNet, Arizona Daily Star and its wire
services and suppliers and may not be republished without permission. All rights
reserved. Any copying, redistribution, or retransmission of any of the contents of this
service without the expressed written consent of Arizona Daily Star or AzStarNet is
nrohibited
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NUMBER OF PEOPLE

NUMBER OF TUCSONANS OVER 25 LACKING A HIGH
SCHOOL DIPLOMA
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FEES / TAXES



BRUSH & BULKY REVENUE ANNUALIZED

$2 PER MONTH BRUSH & BULKY FEE

$800,000

$685,680

$700,000

$593,904 $600,672
$600,000

$500,000 1

$491,280

$467,136

$400,000 1

$300,000

$200,000 1

$100,000 1

$0

OPROJECTED ANNUAL CITYWIDE REVENUES: $3,396,360

WARD 1 WARD 2 WARD 3 WARD 4 WARD 5 WARD 6

DATA SOURCE: 3/23/04 ELISEO GARZA EMAIL. ($2 B&B FEE
X NO. OF HOUSEHOLDS PER WARD.
TOTAL NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS = 141,515.




PROJECTED REVENUE

$4,500,000

$4,000,000

$3,500,000 1

$3,000,000 1

$2,500,000 1

$2,000,000 1

$1,500,000 1

$1,000,000 1

$500,000 -

$0

$12.00 PER MONTH TRASH FEE - $144 ANNUALLY

$4,114,080

$3,563,424 $3,604,032

$2,947,680

$2,802,816

WARD 1 WARD 2 WARD 3 WARD 4 WARD 5 WARD 6

DATA SOURCE: 3/23/04 ELISEO GARZA EMAIL. ($12 PER MONTH TRASH FEE - $144 ANNUAL X NO.
OF HOUSEHOLDS PER WARD. TOTAL NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS = 141,515.




$3,500,000

PROPOSED 2% MONTHLY RENTERS TAX ANNUALIZED

$3,000,000

$2,980,829

$2,500,000 1

$2,000,000 1

REVENUE

$1,500,000 1

$1,000,000 1

$500,000

$0 -

$2,786,446

$2,661,385

$1,407,432

$1,310,163 $1,313,315

WARD 1 WARD 2 WARD 3 WARD 4 WARD 5 WARD 6

DATA SOURCE: CALCULATION = 2% TIMES THE NUMBER OF
RENTER-OCCUPIED UNITS TIMES MEDIAN GROSS RENT OF
RENTER-OCCUPIED UNITS FROM CITY OF TUCSON

OPROPOSED 2% MONTHLY RENTERS TAX ANNUALIZED (CITYWIDE: $12,459,570- DEPARTMENT OF URBAN PLANNING AND DESIGN, 2000

90,165 HOUSEHOLDS)

CENSUS WARD PROFILES - JANUARY 2007.




REVENUES FROM RENTAL TAX, TRASH FEE & BRUSH & BULKY FEES
o

(e0]
C
<
-
$4,500,000 = ~ =
N 3 <
< <': & (00}
n $4,000,000 ¥ = N
HJJ 2 ') o ©
LL 23 © i % % © g—
9 $3,500,000 3 S ) o 3
— (0)) N ™
(i) N~ ©» N o) O
< $3,000,000 of & o ©
M & & ~
o &
0 $2,500,000
S
5 o ) 10
o $2,000000 | Q NS =
o ) ) o
— < —
S ™ — ™
O $1,500,000 H — © —
x % o &
o <t N 3] ©
> 3 © 2 © © 2
w $1,000,000 | o s N 10 @ LIS
@ 17X Q | Q N~ Lo
To) O &
8 8 2 © 2
$500,000 & o
$0
WARD 1 WARD 2 WARD 3 WARD 4 WARD 5 WARD 6

OPROPOSED 2% MONTHLY RENTERS

TAX ANNUALIZED (CITYWIDE: $12,459,570- 90,165 HOUSEHOLDS)
OPROPOSED $12 PER MONTH

TRASH FEE - $144 ANNUAL (CITYWIDE: $20,378,160- 141,515 HOUSEHOLDS)

DATA SOURCE: 2004 EXISTING & PROPOSED FEES X NO.
OF HOUSEHOLDS PER WARD. CITY OF TUCSON
DEPARTMENT OF URBAN PLANNING AND DESIGN, 2000

DOEXISTING $2 PER MONTH BRUSH & BULKY FEE - $24 ANNUAL (CITYWIDE: $3,396,360 CENSUS WARD PROFILES - JANUARY 2007

- 141,515 HOUSEHOLDS)




REGRESSIVE TAX INDICATOR

30.0%
X
—
L0
AN
25.0% -
X
(@]
o
o
S S 5 S 5 o
N~ N~ — — g
L — — .
) (o]
< H
|_
& 15.0% -
O
@
L
o
10.0% -
5.0% 1
0.0% -
WARD 1 WARD 2 WARD 3 WARD 4 WARD 5 WARD 6
EWARD PERCENTAGE OF MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD ANNUAL INCOME DATA SOURCE: MEDIAN ANNUAL WARD INCOME DIVIDED BY

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS. WARD CALCULATED FROM REV FROM B&B,
& GARBAGE FEE DIVIDED BY PROJECTED CITYWIDE REVENUE.
B WARD PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL CITYWIDE REVENUES COLLECTED FROM ~ WARDV CALCULATIONS & : CITY OF TUCSON DEPARTMENT OF
TRASH & BRUSH & BULKY FEES. URBAN PLANNING AND DESIGN, 2000 CENSUS WARD PROFILES -
JANUARY 2007




FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS
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CREDIT UNIONS
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HOUSING



NO. OF DETACHED UNITS
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FORECLOSURE VALUE

$160,000,000

PREDATORY LENDING

2002 APPROXIMATE FORECLOSURE DOLLAR VALUEp

Qb

$140,000,000 -

$120,000,000

o>

$100,000,000

$80,000,000

$60,000,000

$40,000,000 -

$20,000,000 -

$0 -

WARD 1

WARD 2 WARD 3 WARD 4 WARD 5

WARD 6 CITYWIDE

DATA SOURCE: PIMA COUNTY REPORT FEBRUARY 2004: "THE AMERICAN DREAM LOST"
PREDATORY LENDING AND FORECLOSURES IN PIMA COUNTY, ARIZONA, SOUTHWEST FAIR

HOUSING COUNCIL, FEBRUARY 2004




Percentage

Home Ownership Rates

0]
o

\l
o
|

(o))
o
|

A
o

D
o
|

w
o
|

N
o
|

=
o
|

o

Ward1l Ward2 Ward3 Ward4 Ward5 Ward 6 Citywide Citywide Citywide
2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 1990 2000 2005

Data Sources: U.S. Census 1990, 2000, American Community Survey 2005
*Based on % Owner Occupied




Median Value Owner Occupied Housing

$160,000

$140,000

$120,000

$100,000 -

$80,000

Dollars

$60,000 -

$40,000 -

$20,000

$0 I I I I I I I I

Wardl Ward2 Ward3 Ward4 Ward5 Ward6 Citywide Citywide Citywide
2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 1900 2000 2005

Data Sources: U.S. Census 1990, 2000, American Community Survey 2005




Number of Units

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500

Ward 1
2000

Affordable Housing by Ward

(Total # of Units 10,480)

Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4 Ward 5
2000 2000 2000 2000

Data Source: City of Tucson Community Services Department

Ward 6
2000




Number of Units

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500

Ward 1
2005

Affordable Housing by Ward
(City of Tucson Units)

Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4 Ward 5
2005 2005 2005 2005

Data Source: City of Tucson Community Services Department

Ward 6
2005




Tucson Affordable Housing
(City of Tucson & Local Non-Profit Agency Units)
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INCOME RANGES
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LABOR FORCE
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POPULATION &
ETHNICITY
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POVERTY STATUS
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FOOD STAMP DOLLAR VALUE
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WELFARE DOLLARS
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DOLLARS REC'D BY RECIPIENT

FOOD STAMPS & WELFARE: ANNUALIZED BASED ON JAN 2004
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YOUTH



KIDCO PARTICIPANTS & EXPENDITURES
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FUNDING

ONE STOP YOUTH FUNDING HISTORY
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PIMA COUNTY SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT
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MENTAL HEALTH &
SUBSTANCE ABUSE



ENROLLEES IN CPSA SYSTEM
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NO. OF KIDS ENROLLED IN CPSA SYSTEM
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